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REMARKS 

Claims 19, 21, 22, and 35 are amended hereby. No claims are canceled or added. 
Accordingly, after entry of this Amendment After Final, claims 19-35 and 37-43 will remain 
pending. 

In the final Office Action dated December 5, 2006, the Examiner rejected claims 19- 
21, 23, 27-30, 35, and 37 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Sewell (U.S. 
Patent Application Publication No. 2001/0015296). Claims 22, 24-26, and 32-34 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sewell . The Examiner also 
rejected claims 19-35 and 37-43 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gurries 
(U.S. Patent No. 4,821,808) in view of Pack (U.S. Patent No. 6,793,028). The Applicant 
respectfully disagrees with the rejections set forth by the Examiner and, therefore, 
respectfully traverses the same. 

In the Examiner's Response to Arguments presented by the Applicant in the 
Amendment filed on August 25, 2006, the Examiner stated that the Applicant's Arguments 
regarding the engine in Sewell not being positioned between the cab assembly and the 
implement are more limiting than the claims themselves. While the Applicant respectfully 
disagrees with the Examiner's statement, the Applicant appreciates from this comment that 
the Examiner would like to see additional limitations in the claims to clarify the relational 
position of the elements recited with respect to one another. Accordingly, in presenting this 
Amendment After Final, the Applicant has elected to refine the claims to more clearly define 
the relational positions of the elements with respect to one another. The Applicant believes 
that these changes support the Applicant's prior arguments. 

In making these amendments, the Applicant respectfully submits that the Applicant 
has not added new matter that would necessitate additional searching by the Examiner. 
Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully believes that the Examiner must enter these 
amendments. The Applicant respectfully requests, if the Examiner chooses not to allow this 
application in response to these amendments, that the Examiner enter the amendments for 
purposes of appeal. 

So as not to burden this response with repetitive arguments, the Applicant respectfully 
incorporates the remarks in the Amendment filed on August 25, 2006 herein by reference. 

With the amendments presented herein, the Applicant respectfully submits that 
independent claim 19 cannot be anticipated by Sewell because the reference fails to describe 
many of the features recited by claim 19. Specifically, having defined the front, middle, and 
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rear of the vehicle frame in connection with the travel direction of the vehicle, having secured 
the seat for an operator to the vehicle frame, at the middle, behind the engine and engine 
cover, and having disposed the work apparatus in front of the front of the vehicle frame, the 
Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) with reliance on 
Sewell cannot be maintained. 

As described by SewelL the engine 32 is positioned between the front wheel 18 and 
the rear wheel 19 on the right-hand side of the work machine 10. (Sewell at Fig. 1; see also 
Sewell at paragraph [00 1 3].) The cab assembly 16 is positioned to the left of the engine 32 at 
the same longitudinal position on the work vehicle 10 as the engine. (Sewell at Fig. 1, for 
example.) With this construction, both the engine 32 and the cab assembly 16 are positioned 
laterally adjacent to one another in the middle of the frame. While the implement 14 may be 
disposable in front of the vehicle, it is connected at the rear of the vehicle, not to the front of 
the vehicle frame. The Applicant respectfully submits, therefore, that the recitation of the 
combination of features presented by claim 19 is not anticipated by Sewell . Accordingly, at 
least for these reasons, Sewell cannot be relied upon to anticipate claim 19. 

Claims 20-34 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 19 and recite features in 
addition to those recited by claim 19. Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully submits that 
claims 20-34 are not anticipated by Sewell at least for the reasons presented with respect to 
claim 19. In addition, the Applicant respectfully submits that claims 20-34 may be 
distinguished further from Sewell due to the features recited thereby. As a result, the 
Applicant respectfully submits that none of claims 20-34 are anticipated by Sewell . 

Independent claim 35 is directed to a work vehicle that combines a number of features 
including, among them, an engine supported on a front of the horizontal portion of the 
vehicle frame, the front defining a forward travel direction of the work vehicle. Claim 35 
also recites a cooling module arranged at a rear of the horizontal portion of the frame, the rear 
defining a rearward travel direction of the work vehicle. A moveable bulldozer blade is 
disposed in front of and connected to the front of the horizontal portion of the vehicle frame, 
A seat for an operator is arranged in the middle of the frame behind the engine and ahead of 
the cooling module. Also, a line extending from the sloped upper surface of the engine cover 
intersects with the bulldozer blade when placed on the ground. The Applicant respectfully 
submits that Sewell does not describe each and every one of these features. Accordingly, the 
Applicant respectfully submits that Sewell may not be relied upon to anticipate claim 35. 
Since claims 37-43 depend, either directly or indirectly, from claim 35 and recite limitations 
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in addition to those recited by claim 35, the Applicant also respectfully submits that none of 
claims 37-43 may be anticipated by Sewell . 

In view of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that Sewell is wholly 
inadequate to anticipate any of claims 19-35 and 37-43. The Applicant, therefore, 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of the claims 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

Next, the Applicant respectfully submits that Sewell is wholly inadequate as a 
reference upon which the Examiner may rely to render obvious any of claims 19-35 and 37- 
43. As discussed above, Sewell fails to describe many of the features recited by the claims. 
The Applicant also respectfully submits that Sewell does not suggest the combinations of 
features recited by claims 19-35 and 37-43. As a result, the Applicant respectfully submits 
that Sewell cannot be relied upon to render obvious any of claims 19-35 and 37-43. 

As discussed, Sewell describes a work machine 10 with an engine 32 and radiator 34 
disposed adjacent to a cab assembly 16. ( Sewell at Fig. 1.) A boom assembly 12 is secured 
to the main frame 84 such that an end of the boom assembly 12 is adjacent to the rearward 
end 22 of the work machine. ( Sewell at paragraph [0013].) An implement 14 is attached to 
the other end of the boom assembly 1 2. ( Sewell at paragraph [001 3].) 

Returning to claim 19, the Applicant respectfully submits that claim 19 cannot be 
rendered obvious by Sewell because the combination of features is not suggested by Sewell . 
Claim 19 specifically combines, with other features, an engine cover covering an engine at 
the front of the vehicle frame, the engine cover being angled downwardly from a rear end and 
a front end of the vehicle frame, a seat for an operator, at the middle of the frame, behind the 
engine and engine cover, and a work apparatus disposed in front of and connected to the front 
of the vehicle frame. Since Sewell describes a work machine 10 with an engine 32 disposed 
laterally adjacent to a cab assembly 16 behind a front end of the work vehicle 10, Sewell 
teaches a construction quite different from that recited by claim 19. Finally, as discussed 
previously, the Applicant respectfully points out that Sewell is directed to a diflFerent type of 
work vehicle than that of the present invention. As discussed in Sewell, the work machine 
may be used to handle bales of hay in a barn, which explains the inclusion of the boom 
assembly 12. (Sewell at paragraph [0002].) 

Since the combination of features recited by claim 19 is not suggested by Sewell , the 
Applicant respectfully submits that any of claims 20-34 that depend from claim 19 also 
cannot be rendered obvious by Sewell . As a result, the Applicant respectfully requests that 
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the rejection of claims 22, 24, 25, 26, 32, 33, and 34 as being obvious over Sewell be 
rescinded. 

With respect to claims 35 and 37-43, the Applicant respectfully submits that Sewell 
does not render obvious any of those claims, because there is no suggestion to combine the 
features in the manner recited by any of the claims. The deficiencies noted with respect to 
Sewell above also render the reference unusable as a reference under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
because Sewell does not include any suggestion that is may be modified to arrive at the 
combination recited by claims 35-43. Specifically, as noted, Sewell does not describe: (1) an 
engine supported on a front of a horizontal portion of the vehicle frame, the front defining a 
forward travel direction of the work vehicle, (2) a cooling module arranged at a rear of 
horizontal portion of the vehicle frame, the rear defining a rearward travel direction of the 
work vehicle, (3) a seat behind the engine and in front of the cooling module, or (4) a 
bulldozer blade in front of and connected to the front of the horizontal portion of the vehicle 
frame. The fact that Sewell teaches a different construction for the work vehicle 10 without a 
discussion of alternatives undermines the position presented by the Examiner. As a result, 
the Applicant respectfully submits that claims 35 and 37-43 cannot be rendered obvious by 
Sewell . The Applicant, therefore, respectfully requests that the rejection of obviousness in 
view of Sewell be withdrawn. 

With respect to the rejection of claims 19-35 and 37-43 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gurries in view of Pack , the Applicant respectfully submits that the 
references cannot be combined in the manner suggested by the Examiner to render obvious 
any of claims 19-35 and 37-43. As a result, the Applicant respectfully requests that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection and pass this application to issuance. 

Gurries describes a resonantly driven earth moving blade. The bulldozer 10 includes 
a blade 18 at a front end, an operator cab at the rear end, and presumably an engine between 
the blade 1 8 and the cab. (Gurries at Fig. 1 , for example.) Gurries, however, provides no 
suggestion or guidance that the bulldozer 10 described therein may be modified in any way to 
arrive at the invention recited by any of claims 19-35 and 37-43. In particular, with respect to ' 
claims 19-34, Gurries does not suggest, for example, a downwardly angled engine cover or a 
cooling module not between the eye point and the work apparatus. With respect to claims 35 
and 37-43, Gurries does not suggest, among other things, a frame with a horizontal portion 
and two vertical portions or a cooling module behind the engine and the cab. To provide the 
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features absent from Gurries, the Examiner relied upon Pack . As discussed below, Pack is 
similarly deficient. 

Pack describes a mounting arrangement for a radiator assembly of a work machine 10 
with an engine assembly 14 at a front portion, followed by a cab assembly 18, followed by a 
radiator assembly 20, followed by a work implement 28. ( Pack at Fig. 1, for example.) 
While Pack discusses that, by moving the radiator assembly 20 behind the cab assembly 18, 
the engine enclosure 22 may be made smaller (Pack at col. 4, lines 20-37), Pack does not 
describe or suggest, among other features, is a work implement 28 disposed in front of the 
engine assembly 14. As a result. Pack does not cure the deficiencies noted with respect to 
Gurries . 

In summary, therefore, the Applicant respectfully submits that Gurries and Pack 
simply do not provide any discussion or include any motivation to combine that is necessary 
for the Examiner to sustain the rejection of claims 19-35 and 37-43 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
As a result, the Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection. 

Each of the rejections having been addressed, the Applicant respectfully requests that ^ 
the Examiner reconsider the rejections of the claims, withdraw the rejections, and pass this 
application quickly to issuance. 

Please charge any fees associated with the submission of this paper to Deposit 
Account Number 033975. The Commissioner for Patents is also authorized to credit any 
over payments to the above-referenced Deposit Account. 
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